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can the provision of treaty be deemed nullified by "the
language of the Bombay governor in 1841 describing the Gaekwar
as 'sole sovereign5 in his territories.1 Such informal statements
cannot be taken as signifying more than the existing intention of
the government not to exercise its treaty rights to the full....."2
The rebellion in Manipur in 1890-91 provides an analogous
case. The Senapati and the Jnbam'j were executed for murder, but
the State was allowed to continue in separate existence. The
Government of India wrote on June 5, 1891, " Every succession
must be recognised by the British Government, and no succession
is valid until recognition has been given ",3 This was a clear decla-
ration of the principle that the rules of International Law had no
bearing upon the relations of the Government of India, as, repre-
senting the Queen-Empress, and the Indian States under her
suzerainty. That is why the acts of the Senapati and the Jubaraj
were treated as acts of rebellion, not as acts of war. A proclama-
tion issued in Manipur on August 13, 1891, ' enjoined' the sub-
jects of the State "to take warning by the punishments inflicted
on the above-named persons found guilty of rebellion and
murders." Lee-Warner points out the contrast between the annexa-
tion of Coorg (1834) and the treatment of Manipur. Coorg re-
ceived the rights of war ; so it suffered the penalties of
International Law.4
In the days of the East India Company both Baroda and
Manipur would in all probability have been annexed. The rendi-
tion of Mysore (1881) by Lord Ripon is another remarkable illus-
tration of the policy of non-annexation. It was "practically a
regrant, and not merely a restoration of Native rule after a tempo-
1In 1820 Mountstuart Elphinstone gave the Gaikwar the following
formal assurance: " With regard to internal affairs Your Highness is to
be unrestrained, provided you fulfil your engagements to the bankers of
which the British Government is the guarantee." In 1841 the Governor
of Bombay wrote to the Gaikwar, "The British Government in no way
wishes to interfere in the internal administration of Your Highness*s
territory, of which it acknowledges you to be the sole Sovereign." (Lee-
Warner, The Native States of India, p. 168).
2 The Cambridge History of India, Vol. VI, p. 500.
3The Secretary of State wrote on July 24, 1891, "Of the right of the
Government of India to interfere after the forcible dispossession of the
Maharaja there can be no" question. -It is admittedly the right and the
duty of Government to settle successions in the Protected States of India
generally."
4 Lee-Warner, The Native States of India, pp. 179-183.